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SIR  BENJAMIN  BRODIE  ON  HOMEOPATHY. 


The  great  oracle  has  spoken,  the  mighty  champion  of  allopathy, 
the  big  B.B.  himself,  has  entered  the  lists,  and  with  his  back  to  the 
light  and  his  face  to  the  foe,  from  the  elevated  vantage  ground  of 
his  eminent  fame  and  high  station,  he  expects  with  a  few  blows  speedily 
to  put  that  small  creature  homoeopathy  hors  de  combat.  The  ground  is 
of  his  own  selection,  it  is  the  popular  field  of  Fraser's  Magazine , 
where  he  expects  a  large  crowd  of  spectators  to  witness  his  prowess. 
Homoeopathy  fears  not  the  stalwart  adversary,  but  with  her  face  to 
the  sun  of  truth  which  dazzles  her  not,  and  with  her  feet  firmly 
planted  on  the  solid  ground  of  reason  and  experience,  she  is  prepared 
to  return  blow  for  blow,  and  has  no  doubt  of  the  issue  of  the  combat. 

And  now  let  us  hear  what  Sir  Benjamin  has  to  say  against 
homoeopathy.  We  shall  give  his  letter  entire,  merely  numbering  his 
paragraphs  for  the  sake  of  reference. 

“  Letter  to  J.  S.  S.  Esq.,  from  Sir  Benjamin  Brodie,  Bart. 

(1)  u  Dear  Sir, — You  desire  me  to  give  you  my  opinion  of  what  is 
called  Homoeopathy.  I  can  do  so  without  any  great  labour  to  myself, 
and  without  making  any  exorbitant  demand  on  your  patience,  as  the 
question  really  lies  in  very  small  compass,  and  what  I  have  to  say  on  it 
may  be  expressed  in  very  few  words. 

(2)  “  The  subject  may  be  viewed  under  different  aspects.  We  may 
inquire,  first,  whether  Homoeopathy  be,  of  itself,  of  any  value,  or  of  no 
value  at  all  ?  secondly,  in  what  manner  does  it  affect  general  society  ? 
and  thirdly,  in  what  relation  does  it  stand  to  the  medical  profession  P 

(3)  “  I  must  first  request  of  you  to  observe  that,  whatever  I  may 
think  at  present,  I  had  originally  no  prejudice  either  in  favour  of  or 
against  this  new  system :  nor  do  I  believe  that  the  members  of  the 
medical  profession  generally  were  in  the  first  instance  influenced  by  any 
feelings  of  this  kind.  The  fact  is,  that  the  fault  of  the  profession  for  the 
most  part  lies  in  the  opposite  direction.  They  are  too  much  inclined  to 
adopt  any  new  theory  or  any  new  mode  of  treatment  that  may  have  been 
proposed ;  the  younger  and  more  inexperienced  among  them  especially 
erring  in  this  respect,  and  too  frequently  indulging  themselves  in  the 
trial  of  novelties,  disregarding  old  and  established  remedies.  For 
myself,  I  assure  you  that,  whatever  opinion  I  may  now  hold,  it  has  not 
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been  hastily  formed.  I  have  made  myself  sufficiently  acquainted  with 
several  works  which  profess  to  disclose  the  mysteries  of  Homoeopathy, 
especially  that  of  Hahnemann,  the  founder  of  the  Homoeopathic  sect,  and 
those  of  Dr.  Curie  and  Mr.  Sharpe.  The  result  is,  that,  with  all  the 
pains  that  I  have  been  able  to  take,  I  have  been  unable  to  form  any  very 
distinct  notion  of  the  system  which  they  profess  to  teach.  They  all 
indeed  begin  with  laying  down,  as  the  foundation  of  it,  the  rule  that 
similia  similibus  curantur ;  or,  in  plain  English,  that  one  disease  is  to  be 
driven  out  of  the  body  by  artificially  creating  another  disease  similar  to 
it.  But  there  the  resemblance  ends.  Hahnemann  treats  the  subject  in 
one  way,  Dr.  Curie  in  another,  and  Mr.  Sharpe  in  another  way  still. 
General  principles  are  asserted  on  the  evidence  of  the  most  doubtful  and 
scanty  facts ;  and  the  reasoning  on  them  for  the  most  part  is  thoroughly 
puerile  and  illogical.  I  do  not  ask  you  to  take  all  this  for  granted,  but 
would  rather  refer  you  to  the  books  themselves ;  being  satisfied  that  any 
one,  though  he  may  not  be  versed  in  the  science  of  medicine,  who 
possesses  good  sense,  and  who  has  any  knowledge  of  the  caution  with 
which  all  scientific  investigations  should  be  conducted,  will  arrive  at  the 
same  conclusions  as  myself. 

(4)  “  But,  subordinate  to  the  rule  to  which  I  have  just  referred,  there 
is  another,  which,  by  some  of  the  Homoeopathic  writers,  is  held  to  be  of 
great  importance,  and  which  is  certainly  the  more  remarkable  one  of  the 
two.  The  doses  of  medicine  administered  by  ordinary  practitioners  are 
represented  to  be  very  much  too  large.  It  is  unsafe  to  have  recourse 
to  them,  unless  reduced  to  an  almost  infinitesimal  point ;  not  only  to  the 
millionth,  but  sometimes  even  to  the  billionth  of  a  grain.  Now  observe 
what  this  means.  Supposing  one  drop  of  liquid  medicine  to  be  equivalent 
to  one  grain,  then,  in  order  to  obtain  the  millionth  part  of  that  dose,  you 
must  dissolve  that  drop  in  thirteen  gallons  of  water,  and  administer  only 
one  drop  of  that  solution ;  while,  in  order  to  obtain  the  billionth  of  a 
grain,  you  must  dissolve  the  aforesaid  drop  in  217,014  hogsheads  of  water. 
Of  course,  it  is  plain  that  this  could  not  practically  be  accomplished, 
except  by  successive  dilutions;  and  this  would  be  a  troublesome  process. 
Whether  it  be  at  all  probable  that  any  one  ever  undertook  to  carry  it 
out,  I  leave  you  to  judge.  At  any  rate,  I  conceive  that  there  is  no 
reasonable  person  who  would  not  regard  the  exhibition  of  medicine  in  so 
diluted  a  form  as  being  equivalent  to  no  treatment  at  all. 

(5)  “  But  however  this  may  be,  I  may  be  met  by  the  assertion  that 
there  is  undoubted  evidence  that  a  great  number  of  persons  recover  from 
their  complaints  under  Homoeopathic  treatment,  and  I  do  not  pretend  in 
the  least  degree  to  deny  it.  In  a  discourse  addressed  by  myself  to  the 
students  of  St.  George’s  Hospital,  in  the  year  1 838,  I  find  the  following 
lemarks:  ‘There  is  another  inquiry  which  should  be  always  made, 
befoie  you  determine  on  the  adoption  of  a  particular  method  of  treatment ; 
^  hat  will  happen  in  this  case,  if  no  remedies  whatever  be  employed, 
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if  the  patient  be  left  altogether  to  nature  or  to  the  efforts  of  his  own 
constitution  ?******* 
The  animal  system  is  not  like  a  clock  or  a  steam-engine,  which,  being 
broken,  you  must  send  to  the  clockmaker  or  engineer  to  mend  it ;  and 
which  cannot  be  repaired  otherwise.  The  living  machine,  unlike  the 
works  of  human  invention,  has  the  power  of  repairing  itself;  it  contains 
within  itself  its  own  engineer,  wrho  for  the  most  part,  requires  no  more 
than  some  very  slight  assistance  at  our  hands/  This  truth  admits, 
indeed,  of  a  very  large  application.  If  the  arts  of  medicine  and  surgery 
had  never  been  invented,  by  far  the  greater  number  of  those  who  suffer 
from  bodily  illness  would  have  recovered  nevertheless.  An  experienced 
and  judicious  medical  practitioner  knows  this  very  well;  and  considers  it 
to  be  his  duty,  in  the  great  majority  of  cases,  not  so  much  to  interfere  by 
any  active  treatment,  as  to  take  care  that  nothing  should  obstruct  the 
natural  process  of  recovery ;  and  to  watch  lest,  in  the  progress  of  the 
case,  any  new  circumstance  should  arise  which  would  make  his  active 
interference  necessary.  If  anyone  were  to  engage  in  practice,  giving  his 
patients  nothing  but  a  little  distilled  water,  and  enjoining  a  careful  diet, 
and  a  prudent  mode  of  life  otherwise,  a  certain  number  of  his  patients 
would  perish  from  the  want  of  further  help ;  but  more  would  recover ; 
and  Homoeopathic  globules  are,  I  doubt  not,  quite  as  good  as  distilled 
water, 

(6)  “  But  this  does  not  account  for  all  the  success  of  Homoeopathy. 
In  this  country  there  is  a  large  proportion  of  individuals  who  have  plenty 
of  money,  combined  with  a  great  lack  of  employment ;  and  it  is  astonishing 
to  what  an  extent  such  persons  contrive  to  imagine  diseases  for  them¬ 
selves.  There  is  no  animal  machine  so  perfect  that  there  may  not  at 
times  be  some  creaking  in  it.  Want  of  exercise,  irregularity  as  to  diet, 
a  little  worry  of  mind — these,  and  a  thousand  other  causes,  may  occasion 
uneasy  feelings,  to  which  constant  attention  and  thinking  of  them  will 
give  a  reality  which  they  would  not  have  had  otherwise;  and  such 
feelings  will  disappear  as  well  under  the  use  of  globules  as  they  would 
under  any  other  mode  of  treatment,  or  under  no  treatment  at  all. 

(7)  “  What  I  have  now  mentioned  will  go  far  towards  explaining  the 
success  of  homoeopathy.  But  other  circumstances  occur  every  now  and 
then,  from  which,  when  they  do  occur,  it  profits  to  a  still  greater  extent. 
Humanum  est  errare.  From  the  operation  of  this  universal  law  medical 
practitioners  are  not  exempt,  any  more  than  statesmen,  divines,  lawyers, 
engineers,  or  any  other  profession.  There  are  cases  in  which  there  is  a 
greater  chance  of  too  much  than  too  little  being  done  for  the  patient ; 
and  if  a  patient  under  such  circumstances  becomes  the  subject  of  homoeo¬ 
pathic  treatment,  this  being  no  treatment  at  all,  he  actually  deii\es 
benefit  from  the  change. 

(8)  “  In  a  discourse  to  which  I  have  already  alluded,  I  thought  it  my 
duty  to  offer  the  following  caution  to  my  pupils ‘  The  first  question 


6 


which  should  present  itself  to  you  in  the  management  of  a  particular  case 
is  this :  Is  the  disease  one  of  which  the  patient  may  recover,  or  is  it  not  ? 
There  are  indeed  too  many  cases  in  which  the  patient’s  condition  is  so 
manifestly  hopeless,  that  the  fact  cannot  be  overlooked.  Let  me,  how¬ 
ever,  caution  you  that  you  do  not  in  any  instance  arrive  too  hastily  at 
this  conclusion.  Our  knowledge  is  not  so  absolute  and  certain  as  to 
prevent  even  well-informed  persons  being  occasionally  mistaken  on  this 
point.  This  is  true,  especially  wTith  respect  to  the  affections  of  internal 
organs.  Individuals  have  been  restored  to  health  who  were  supposed  to 
be  dying  of  disease  in  the  lungs  or  mesenteric  glands.  ******  it 
is  a  good  rule  in  the  practice  of  our  art,  as  in  the  common  affairs  of  life, 
for  us  to  look  on  the  favourable  side  of  the  question,  as  far  as  we  can 
consistently  with  reason  do  so.’  I  might  have  added  that  hysterical 
affections  are  especially  a  source  of  error  to  not  very  experienced  prac¬ 
titioners,  by  simulating  more  serious  disease ;  seeming  to  resist  for  a  time 
all  the  efforts  of  art,  and  then  all  at  once  subsiding  under  any  kind  of 
treatment,  or,  just  as  well,  under  none  at  all.  Now,  if  it  should  so  happen 
that  a  medical  practitioner,  from  want  of  knowledge,  or  from  a  natural 
defect  of  judgment,  makes  a  mistake  in  his  diagnosis,  and  the  patient 
whom  he  had  unsuccessfully  treated  afterwards  recovers  under  the  care 
of  another  practitioner,  it  is  simply  said,  ‘  Dr.  A.  wras  mistaken ;’  and  it 
is  not  considered  as  anything  very  remarkable  that  the  symptoms  should 
subside  while  under  the  care  of  Dr.  B.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
recovery  takes  place  under  the  care  of  a  homoeopathist,  or  any  other 
empiric,  the  circumstance  excites  a  much  larger  portion  of  attention  ;  and 
we  really  cannot  very  well  wonder  that,  with  such  knowledge  as  they 
possess  of  these  matters,  the  empiric  should  gain  much  credit  with  the 
public. 

(9)  “  So  far  the  practical  result  would  seem  to  be  that  homoeopathy 

can  be  productive  of  no  great  harm ;  and  indeed,  considering  it  to  be  no 

tieatment  at  all,  wrhenever  it  is  a  substitute  for  bad  treatment,  it  must  be 

the  better  of  the  twro.  But  there  is  great  harm  nevertheless.  There  are 

numerous  cases  in  which  spontaneous  recovery  is  out  of  the  question  5  in 

which  sometimes  the  life  or  death  of  the  patient,  and  at  other  times  the 

comfoit  or  discomfort  of  his  existence  for  a  long  time  to  come,  depends 

on  the  prompt  application  of  active  and  judicious  treatment.  In  such 

cases  homoeopathy  is  neither  more  nor  less  than  a  mischievous  absurdity; 

and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  a  very  large  number  of  persons  have 

a  len  victims  to  the  faith  which  they  reposed  in  it,  and  to  the  consequent 

.  e  ay  *n  having  recourse  to  the  use  of  proper  remedies.  It  is  true  that 

t  veiy  laiely  happens,  when  any  symptoms  show  themselves  which  give 

a  a  aim  to  the  patient  or  his  friends,  that  they  do  not  dismiss  the 

lomoeopathist  and  send  for  a  medical  practitioner;  but  it  may  well  be 

1  t  ^  ^me  ^ie  mischief  is  done,  the  case  being  advanced  beyond 

the  reach  of  art. 
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(10)  “  That  the  habit  of  resorting  to  homoeopathic  treatment  which 
has  prevailed  in  some  parts  of  society  should  have  occasioned  much  dis¬ 
satisfaction  among  the  mass  of  medical  practitioners,  is  no  matter  of 
wonder.  It  cannot  be  otherwise  than  provoking,  to  those  who  have 
passed  three  or  four  years  of  the  best  part  of  their  lives  in  endeavouring 
to  make  themselves  well  acquainted  with  disease,  in  the  wards  of  a  hos¬ 
pital,  to  find  that  there  are  some  among  their  patients  who  resort  to  them 
for  advice  only  when  their  complaints  have  assumed  a  more  painful  or 
dangeious  character ;  while  they  are  set  aside  in  ordinary  cases,  which 
involve  a  smaller  amount  of  anxiety  and  responsibility,  in  favour  of  some 
homoeopathic  doctor,  who,  very  probably,  never  studied  disease  at  all. 
But  it  cannot  be  helped.  In  all  times  there  have  been  pretenders,  who 
have  persuaded  a  certain  part  of  the  public  that  they  have  some  peculiar 
knowledge  of  a  royal  road  to  cure,  which  those  of  the  regular  craft  have 
not.  It  is  homoeopathy  now ;  it  was  something  else  formerly ;  and  if 
homoeopathy  were  to  be  extinguished,  there  would  be  something  else  in 
its  place.  The  medical  profession  must  be  contented  to  let  the  thing  take 
its  course ;  and  they  will  best  consult  their  own  dignity,  and  the  good  of 
the  public,  by  saying  as  little  as  possible  about  it.  The  discussions  as  to 
the  evils  of  homoeopathy  which  have  sometimes  taken  place  at  public 
meetings,  have  quite  an  opposite  effect  to  that  which  they  were  intended 
to  produce.  They  have  led  some  to  believe  that  homoeopathists  are 
rather  a  persecuted  race,  and  have  given  to  the  system  which  they  pursue 
an  importance  which  it  would  never  have  had  otherwise ;  just  as  any 
absurd  or  fanatical  sect  in  religion  would  gain  proselytes  if  it  could  only 
make  others  believe  that  it  was  an  object  of  jealousy  and  persecution. 
After  all,  the  harm  done  to  the  regular  profession  is  not  so  great  as  many 
suppose  it  to  be ;  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  complaints  about  which 
homoeopathists  are  consulted  being  really  no  complaints  at  all,  for  which 
a  respectable  practitioner  would  scarely  think  it  right  to  prescribe. 

(11)  “There  was  a  time  when  many  of  the  medical  profession  held 
the  opinion  that  not  only  homoeopathy,  but  all  other  kinds  of  quackery, 
ought  to  be  put  down  by  the  strong  hand  of  the  law.  I  imagine  that 
there  are  very  few  who  hold  that  opinion  now.  The  fact  is,  that  the 
thing  is  impossible ;  and  even  if  it  were  possible — as  it  is  plain  that  the 
profession  cannot  do  all  that  is  wanted  of  them,  by  curing  all  kinds  of 
disease,  and  making  men  immortal — such  an  interference  with  the  liberty 
of  individuals  to  consult  whom  they  please  would  be  absurd  and  wrong. 
As  it  now  is,  the  law  forbids  the  employment  in  any  public  institution  of 
any  one  who  is  not  registered  as  being  a  qualified  medical  practitioner, 
after  a  due  examination  by  some  of  the  constituted  authorities ;  and  it 
can  go  no  further.  The  only  effectual  opposition  which  the  medical  pro¬ 
fession  can  offer  to  homoeopathy,  is  by  individually  taking  all  possible 
pains  to  avoid,  on  their  own  part,  those  errors  of  diagnosis  by  means  of 
which,  more  than  anything  else,  the  professors  of  homoeopathy  thrive  and 
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flourish ;  by  continuing  in  all  ways  to  act  honourably  by  the  public ;  at 
the  same  time,  never  being  induced,  either  by  good  nature  or  by  any 
motives  of  self-interest,  to  appear  to  give  their  sanction  to  a  system  which 
they  know  to  have  no  foundation  in  reality.  To  join  with  homceopathists 
in  attendance  on  cases  of  either  medical  or  surgical  disease,  would  be 
neither  wise  nor  honest.  The  object  of  a  medical  consultation  is  the 
good  of  the  patient;  and  we  cannot  suppose  that  any  such  result  can 
arise  from  the  interchange  of  opinions,  where  the  views  entertained,  or 
professed  to  be  entertained,  by  one  of  the  parties  as  to  the  nature  and 
treatment  of  disease,  are  wholly  unintelligible  to  the  other. 

“  I  am,  dear  Sir, 

“  Yours  &c., 

“  B.  C.  Brodie.” 

The  first  thing  that  strikes  us,  is  the  oddity  of  any  one  applying 
to  Sir  Benjamin  for  an  opinion  on  homoeopathy.  Neither  his  ante¬ 
cedents,  his  studies  nor  his  qualities  of  mind,  qualify  him  for  express¬ 
ing  an  opinion  which  shall  be  of  the  slightest  value,  respecting  a 
medical  doctrine  and  a  system  of  treatment,  which  he  has  had  no 
opportunity  of  putting  to  the  one  sole  test  whereby  it  can  be  judged, 
namely  experiment.  Sir  Benjamin’s  opinion  with  respect  to  certain 
points  of  pathology  and  surgery  may  still  be  of  value,  and  his  physio¬ 
logical  knowledge  used  to  be  very  respectable  a  good  many  years 
ago,  though  he  has  long  yielded  up  his  position  as  an  authority  in 
that  science  to  a  younger  generation ;  but  in  medicine  who  ever 
heard  of  Sir  Benjamin  being  applied  to  as  an  authority  ?  Even  on 
old  physic  no  practitioner  would  dream  of  consulting  him,  how  then 
should  he  be  presumed  to  know  any  thing  about  the  new  system  ? 
His  achievements  in  medicine  we  believe  to  be  limited  to  the  inven¬ 
tion  of  a  mixture  composed  of  potash  water  and  small  beer,  his  per¬ 
tinacious  prescription  of  which  for  all  sorts  of  diseases,  if  it  does  not 
savour  of  quackery,  at  all  events  excites  the  ridicule  and  contempt  of 
his  own  allopathic  colleagues.  Nevertheless  Sir  Benjamin  is  a  great 
man,  great  in  the  peculiar  departments  to  which  he  has  devoted  his 
great  abilities  and  long  experience ;  but  physic  is  not,  all  his  best 
friends  will  allow,  one  of  those  departments.  A  very  great  man  in 
popular  esteem  is  Sir  Benjamin ;  indeed  a  short  time  ago  there  was 
a  cry  raised  by  his  numerous  admirers  to  elevate  him  to  the  peerage, 
by  the  style  and  title  of  Lord  Scalpel  of  Cripplegate  we  suppose.  A 
very  successful  man  too  ;  the  public  has  long  smiled  upon  him,  making 
its  favourite  Benjamin’s  mess  one  of  the  very  largest ;  and  success 
we  all  know  not  only  enhances  greatness,  but  causes  its  possessor 


9 


to  be  looked  up  to  as  an  eminent  authority  on  all  sorts  of  sub¬ 
jects.  No  doubt  Sir  Benjamin  in  his  immediate  circle  of  friends 
and  toadies  is  regarded  as  a  sort  of  infallible  oracle  on  almost 
every  matter,  whether  it  be  the  amputation  of  a  limb  or  the  merits 
of  a  picture,  the  trim  of  a  ship  or  the  harmony  of  a  piece  of 
music — why  not  then  on  the  truth  or  falsity  of  a  new  medical 
system  to  which  he  has  probably  given  as  much  attention  as  he 
has  to  music,  painting  or  ship-building?  The  successful  man 
finding  his  opinion  constantly  sought  and  deferentially  received 
by  his  flatterers,  in  the  end  comes  to  imagine  he  is  actually  the  great 
authority  they  represent  him  to  be.  This  is,  we  conceive,  the 
reason  why  Sir  Benjamin’s  correspondent,  “  J.  S.  S,”  comes  to 
consider  Sir  Benjamin  a  great  authority,  and  Sir  Benjamin  to 
believe  that  his  opinion  on  a  subject  we  shall  presently  shew  he 
knows  nothing  about,  is  of  value. 

(1)  We  have  no  doubt  that  it  entailed  no  great  labour  on  Sir 
Benjamin  to  give  his  opinion  on  homoeopathy.  It  saves  a  world  of 
trouble  to  condemn  a  subject  off-hand  without  investigation  ;  and 
this  is  the  course  pursued  by  the  great  majority  of  people  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  every  new  truth  presented  to  them. 

(2)  It  is  rather  late  in  the  day  to  be  enquiring  li  whether  homoeo¬ 
pathy  be  of  any  value,  or  no  value  at  all,”  for  by  the  confession  of 
many  of  its  bitterest  foes,  it  has  indirectly  proved  of  much  value  to 
patients,  if  not  to  doctors,  by  compelling  old  school  practitioners  to 
abandon  to  a  great  degree  their  injurious  doses  of  powerful  drugs, 
and  their  pernicious  habit  of  blood-letting.  However  let  that  pass, 
and  let  us  see  how  Sir  Benjamin  proceeds  with  his  enquiries  into  the 
value  of  homoeopathy. 

(3)  It  is  rather  startling  to  be  told  that  the  profession  “  are  too 
much  inclined  to  adopt  any  new  theory  or  any  new  mode  of  treat¬ 
ment  that  may  have  been  proposed.”  We  always  understood  it  had 
been  quite  the  other  way,  and  the  histories  of  the  theory  of  the  cir¬ 
culation  of  the  blood,  of  the  introduction  of  antimony  and  bark,  of 
inoculation  and  vaccination  rush  through  our  mind.  Nay,  if  we 
remember  right,  the  great  Sir  Benjamin  himself  once  declared  that 
pain  under  operations  was  necessary  to  the  safety  of  the  patient — is 
he  still  of  that  opinion,  we  wonder?  We  grant  that  false  theories 
and  delusive  modes  of  treatment  have  occasionally  been  eagerly 
received  and  propagated  like  wild-fire  among  large  numbers  of  the 
profession  ;  witness  the  doctrines  of  Brown  and  Broussais,  with  their 
respective  stimulant  and  antiphlogistic  treatments  ;  but  if  those  ab~ 
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surdities  seized  upon  the  profession  like  an  epidemic,  they  fell  into 
disrepute  with  equal  rapidity.  The  history  of  the  reception  of  truths 
by  the  profession  is  very  different.  They  have  been  opposed  and 
denounced  by  Colleges  and  Faculties,  and  only  timidly  acknow¬ 
ledged  and  acted  on  by  a  few  medical  men  here  and  there,  who  have 
thereby  incurred  the  censure  and  often  the  persecution  of  the  ortho¬ 
dox,  but  they  have  steadily  and  gradually  made  their  way,  increasing 
by  slow  degrees  the  circle  of  their  adherents  until  finally  they  have 
been  universally  accepted.  Such  is  the  history  of  Harvey’s  and 
Jenner’s  discoveries,  such  the  history  of  the  introduction  of  anti¬ 
mony,  bark  and  many  other  medicines — and  is  not  such  precisely 
the  history  of  homoeopathy  as  we  see  it  evolving  under  our  eyes  ? 
Who  ever  heard  of  the  adherents  of  the  pernicious  systems  of  Brown 
and  Broussais  being  persecuted  by  the  Colleges  which  persecuted 
the  beneficent  discovery  of  Jenner,  and  are  persecuting  with  tenfold 
bitterness  the  still  more  beneficent  system  of  Hahnemann  ? 

Sir  Benjamin  assures  us  his  opinion  respecting  homoeopathy  “  has 
not  been  hastily  formed.”  Hastily  or  leisurely  formed,  an  opinion 
cannot  be  of  much  value  formed  by  a  man  who  possesses  none  of  the 
qualifications  fitting  him  for  forming  any  opinion  at  all,  and  omits  the 
only  mode  of  arriving  at  the  possibility  of  forming  a  correct  one. 
The  course  pursued  by  Sir  Benjamin  has  been  “  to  make  himself 
sufficiently  acquainted  with,”  which  we  presume  is  the  euphemism 
for  cursorily  reading,  “several  works  which  profess  to  disclose  the 
mysteries  of  homoeopathy.”  (Sir  Benjamin’s  good  faith  and  sin¬ 
cerity  would  not  have  suffered  if  he  had  omitted  the  sneer.)  These 
works  were,  “  that  of  Hahnemann  ” — which  ?  we  may  ask,  for 
Hahnemann  wrote  many ;  if  the  Organon,  why  does  not  Sir  Benja¬ 
min  say  so? — “and  those  of  Dr.  Curie  and  Mr.  Sharpe.”  It  is  odd 
that  the  reader  should  have  forgotten  that  the  author  of  the  book  he 
professes  to  have  read  was  Dr.  Sharp  and  not  Mr.  Sharpe,  a  Fellow, 
moreover,  of  that  Royal  Society  with  which  Sir  Benjamin  has  been 
so  long  connected.  The  result  of  Sir  Benjamin’s  hard  reading  is 
that  he  “  has  been  unable  to  form  any  very  distinct  notion  of  the 
system.”  Apparently  not,  for  he  informs  us  in  the  next  sentence 
“that  they  all  begin  with  laying  down,  as  the  foundation  of  it,  the 
rule  that  simiha  similibus  curantur ;  or,  in  plain  English,  that  one 
disease  is  to  be  driven  out  of  the  body  by  artificially  creating  another 
disease  similar  to  it.”  Ah  !  Sir  Benjamin,  why  did  you  not  stop 
with  the  latin  formula — why  did  you  attempt  to  translate  it  into 
“  plain  English”  ?  But  you  have  rather  a  habit  of  rendering  latin 


11 


into  plain  English;  for  in  your  celebrated  prescription  above  alluded 
to,  you  generally  try  to  render  intelligible  to  the  mean  intellect  of 
every  chemist’s  shop  boy,  your  favourite  vehicle  “  cervisia  parva,” 
by  adding  in  brackets  the  plain  English  thereof,  viz.,  “  small-beer.” 
But  you  should  have  let  alone  similia  similibus  curantur.  If  you 
had  read  Hahnemann,  which  is  doubtful,  you  would  have  found  the 
plain  English  of  his  maxim  to  be  that  a  disease  is  to  be  treated  by  a 
medicine  which  can  produce  on  the  healthy  symptoms  similar  to 
those  of  the  disease.  The  idea  of  driving  out  one  disease  by  artifi¬ 
cially  creating  a  similar  disease  is  not  conveyed  in  the  latin  formula, 
and  is  only  one  way  of  attempting  to  explain  the  rationale  of  the 
therapeutic  rule,  which  was  certainly  thrown  out  as  a  suggestion  by 
Hahnemann,  but  is  not  an  article  of  faith  with  his  followers,  and  has 
found  more  acceptance  with  the  celebrated  allopathic  physician 
Trousseau,  who  admits  homoeopathy  as  a  recognised  mode  of  curing 
disease,  under  the  title  of  44  medecine  substitutive Opinions  may 
differ  as  to  the  value  of  the  facts  on  which  Hahnemann’s  therapeutic 
law  is  founded  ;  but  Sir  Benjamin  will  hardly  be  accepted  as  a  fit 
judge,  as  he  has  taken  no  steps  either  to  refute  or  corroborate  the 
facts  by  a  repetition  of  the  experiments.  Hahnemann’s  reasoning 
may  be  “  thoroughly  puerile  and  illogical,”  but  it  is  not  a  bit  the 
more  or  the  less  so  because  Sir  Benjamin  has  said  it.  Sir  John 
Forbes,  who  at  least  read  Hahnemann’s  works,  which  we  doubt  if 
Sir  Benjamin  ever  did,  and  who  has  a  better  title  to  be  considered 
an  authority  in  the  matter  of  medical  doctrines  than  the  latter,  though 
bitterly  opposing  homoeopathy,  admits  that  46  Hahnemann  was  a  man 
of  genius  and  a  scholar,”  and  44  not  only  that  the  system  is  an  inge¬ 
nious  one,  but  that  it  professes  to  be  based  on  a  most  formidable 
array  of  facts  and  experiments,  and  that  these  are  woven  into  a  com¬ 
plete  code  of  doctrine,  with  singular  dexterity  and  much  apparent 
fairness.”*4  And  the  great  Hufeland,  who  knew  Hahnemann  well, 
testifies  that  he  was  44  one  of  the  most  eminent  physicians  of  Germany, 
a  practical  physician  of  matured  experience  and  judgment.”!  Oh, 
Sir  Benjamin !  is  it  likely  that  Hahnemann,  who,  by  the  confession 
of  two  of  the  most  distinguished  representatives  of  the  old  school,  his 
uncompromising  opponents,  was  44  a  man  of  genius  and  a  scholar,” 
44  of  matured  experience  and  judgment,”  could  perpetrate  “thoroughly 
puerile  and  illogical  reasoning?” 

(4)  Homceopathists  do  not  represent  44  the  doses  of  medicine  ad- 
*  Brit,  and  For .  Med.  Rev.,  Jan.  1846.  f  Hufeland s  Journal,  1801. 
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ministered  by  ordinary  practitioners  to  be  very  much  too  large  ”  to 
effect  the  objects  the  ordinary  practitioner  desires.  Homoeopathists 
know  very  well  that  in  order  to  cause  purging,  vomiting,  sweating, 
or  salivation,  the  doses  of  medicine  must  be  very  considerable,  in  fact 
what  are  ordinarily  administered;  but  homoeopathists  do  not  desire  to 
purge,  puke,  sweat  or  salivate  their  patients.  Homoeopathists  desire  to 
produce  the  specific  effects  of  their  medicines  on  their  patients,  and 
experience  has  taught  them  that  in  order  to  do  this,  they  must  give  their 
medicines  in  much  smaller  doses  than  those  that  are  required  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  violent  irritating  effects  desired  by  the  ordinary  practitioner. 

Sir  Benjamin  makes  a  ludicrous  mistake  when  he  pretends  to 
reckon  the  quantity  of  fluid  required  to  make  the  homoeopathic 
dilutions,  which  he  could  not  possibly  have  committed  had  he  paid 
the  slightest  attention  to  Hahnemann’s  directions  on  the  subject. 
Had  he  done  so,  he  would  have  found  that  in  place  of  thirteen  gallons 
of  water  being  required  to  obtain  the  third  or  millionth  dilution,  less 
than  an  ounce  of  fluid  is  needed  ;  and  to  make  the  sixth  or  billionth 
dilution,  instead  of  217,014  hogsheads,  less  than  two  ounces  of  fluid 
will  suffice  ;  and  the  process,  in  place  of  being  troublesome,  is  so 
easy  and  simple,  that  a  child  could  make  both  these  preparations  in 
less  than  ten  minutes.  But  the  saddest  fact  of  all  is  that  hundreds 
of  reasonable  persons  believe  the  exhibition  of  medicine  so  diluted  to 
be  the  best  and  most  efficacious  of  treatment. 

(5)  The  admission  that  by  far  the  greater  number  of  those  who 
suffer  from  bodily  illness  would  recover  without  medical  interference, 
tells  both  ways.  It  is  a  fact  we  as  homoeopathists  are  very  far  from 
disputing ;  indeed,  we  go  much  further,  and  we  say  that  many  cases 
recover  in  spite  of  medical  interference — morbi  sanantur  per  medicum , 
sine  medico  et  contra  medicum.  But  if  so,  why  does  every  orthodox 
practitioner  proceed  to  treat  every  case  by  powerful  doses  of  medi¬ 
cine  :  if  he  does  nothing  else,  he  cannot  refrain  from  “  clearing  out 
the  bowels,”  as  he  calls  it,  by  some  violent  purgative — quite  unneces¬ 
sarily  in  the  vast  majority  of  cases.  Homoeopathy,  at  all  events, 
cannot  be  accused  of  uselessly  torturing  the  unoffending  intestines  of 
its  patients  with  irritating  drugs,  and  even  Sir  Benjamin  will  allow 
that  globules  are  at  least  as  innocent  as  his  favourite  compound 
of  potash-water  and  small  beer. 

(6)  The  valetudinarians,  hypochondriacs  and  malades  imaginaires 
do  not  haunt  the  waiting  rooms  of  homoeopathists  exclusively,  and 
probably  Sir  Benjamin  has  as  frequently  obtained  the  credit  of  their 
cure  as  any  homoeopathist ;  and  no  doubt  the  liq.  potass,  cum 
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cerevis.  parv.  is  regarded  with  as  much  respect  by  his  patients  as 
ever  a  globule  is  by  ours. 

(7)  That  many  patients  are  overdrugged  by  orthodox  practi¬ 
tioners,  and  would  benefit  greatly  by  being  let  alone,  is  a  fact  well 
known  to  us;  but  it  is  a  fact  that  tells  exclusively  against  the  dominant 
system.  Some  of  these  cases  would  undoubtedly  get  well  by  leaving 
off  all  physic,  and  many  adopt  this  plan  with  success  ;  but  still  a 
large  number  remain,  who  have  tried  the  do-nothing  system  in  vain, 
and  whom  we  have  to  treat  for  drug-diseases,  and  perhaps  the 
complication  of  their  original  malady  with  drug-diseases.  But  it  is 
a  great  mistake  to  suppose  that  homceopathists  have  often  to  do  with 
patients  who  have  been  over-drugged,  but  who  would  recover  by 
simply  being  let  alone.  Such  cases  do  occasionally  occur,  but  the 
great  majority  of  over-drugged  patients,  in  disgust  at  physic,  allow 
a  long  interval  to  elapse  between  their  abandonment  of  drugs  and 
their  application  to  us,  and  we  are  consequently  called  on  to  treat 
what  the  mere  negation  of  physic  will  not  cure.  Besides,  are  there 
not  the  do-nothing  or  expectant  practitioners,  whose  business  it  is 
to  allow  such  overdosed  patients  to  recover  of  themselves  if  they  can, 
and  does  not  homoeopathy  show  a  greater  success  in  these  very  cases 
than  can  the  expectant  system  ? 

(8)  Mistakes  in  the  diagnosis  and  prognosis  of  disease  are  not 
confined  to  either  school  :  if  homoeopathy  profits  by  the  errors  of 
orthodoxy,  the  latter  equally  profits  by  the  mistakes  of  homoeopathy, 
and  on  the  whole  the  balance  is  pretty  well  maintained  in  that 
particular.  To  attempt  to  explain  away  the  numerous  cases  of 
serious  diseases  that  have  been  cured  by  homceopathists  after  allo- 

“pathists  had  signally  failed,  by  alleging  that  they  were  not  serious 
cases  at  all,  but  that  the  allopathic  attendant  had  made  a  mistake  in 
diagnosis,  is  to  beg  the  whole  question,  and  is  certainly  far  from 
complimentary  to  his  own  side.  In  order  to  accuse  his  enemies  of 
impotence,  he  must  charge  his  friends  with  incompetence  on  the  very 
subject  which  they  consider  their  forte,  the  diagnosis  of  disease. 
“  Call  you  that  backing  of  your  friends  ?  ”  We  are  far  from  thinking 
so  meanly  of  our  opponents ;  on  the  contrary,  we  believe  them  to  be 
as  a  rule  excellent  judges  of  the  nature  of  disease,  but  very  indifferent 
authorities  with  respect  to  its  treatment.  Farther  on,  Sir  Benjamin 
accuses  homoeopathists  with  not  having  studied  disease :  it  would 
seem  that  he  thinks  his  own  school  have  studied  it  to  little  purpose, 
as  he  hints  they  dont  know  it  when  they  see  it. 
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(9)  Having  stated,  not  without  an  appearance  of  frankness  and 
fairness,  the  cases  in  which  allopathy  might  do  harm  while  homoeopathy 
did  good,  Sir  Benjamin  next  proceeds  to  shew  as  he  thinks  the 
reverse  of  the  picture.  But  here,  as  before,  he  confines  himself  to 
general  statements  and  vague  denunciations,  totally  unsupported  by 
facts — indeed  the  facts  are  all  against  him.  T 'ant  pis  pour  les  faits! 
we  think  we  hear  Sir  Benjamin  muttering. 

That  there  are  many  cases  in  which  spontaneous  recovery  is  out 
of  the  question,  and  in  which  the  safety  of  the  patient  depends  on 
the  prompt  application  of  active  and  judicious  treatment,  we  are 
perfectly  willing  to  admit.  But  we  cannot  allow  that  “  in  such  cases 
homoeopathy  is  neither  more  nor  less  than  a  mischievous  absurdity;” 
on  the  contrary,  we  contend  that  just  for  such  cases  homoeopathy, 
and  homoeopathy  alone,  is  able  to  supply  the  “  active  and  judicious 
treatment”  required.  Excluding  surgical  cases  requiring  operative 
interference,  where  the  treatment  of  both  schools  must  be  alike, 
undoubtedly  the  cases  demanding  the  most  “  active  and  judicious 
treatment”  are  the  acute  inflammations.  Allopathy  considers  the 
most  judicious  treatment  of  such  cases  to  consist  in  irritating  the 
healthy  skin  with  blisters,  torturing  the  innocent  bowels  with  pur¬ 
gatives,  drawing  off  the  valuable  life’s  blood  with  lancet,  leech,  or 
cupping-glass,  and  employing  several  other  violent  modes  of  treat¬ 
ment,  that  have  no  obvious  bearing  on  the  disease  to  be  cured. 
Homoeopathy,  on  the  other  hand,  administers  a  medicine  which  her 
previous  investigations  have  taught  her  goes  direct  to  the  inflamed 
part,  and  there  supplies  just  what  is  necessary  to  restore  the  healthy 
equilibrium.  Allopathy  behaves  worse  than  the  priest  or  the  Levite 
of  the  parable,  for  when  her  patient  lies  suffering  from  his  encounter 
with  the  thief  disease,  she  immediately  hastens  to  rob  him  of  what 
the  thief  had  spared,  and  to  inflict  on  him  further  and  often  irre¬ 
parable  injury.  Homoeopathy,  on  the  contrary,  is  the  good  Samaritan 
who  pours  the  seasonable  drop  of  oil  on  the  right  spot,  and  supplies 
the  much-needed  penny.  This  is  the  treatment  that  deserves  to  be 
called  ‘  active  and  judicious the  other  is  active  enough,  but  as  to 
its  judiciousness  there  are  great  doubts,  not  only  among  the  patients 
who  are  its  victims,  but  among  the  very  doctors  who  practise  it. 

Who  among  us,  in  fact,”  says  Sir  John  Forbes,  “  of  any  con- 
sideiable  experience,  and  who  has  thought  somewhat  as  well  as 
piesciibed,  but  is  ready  to  admit  that,  in  a  large  proportion  of  the 
cases  lie  treats . he  has  no  positive  proof,  or  rather  no  proof 
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whatever,  often  indeed  very  little  probability,  that  the  remedies 
administered  by  him  exert  any  beneficial  influence  on  the  disease  ?”* 
And  similar  confesssions  of  doubts  as  to  the  judiciousness  of  the 
oidinaiy  piactice,  by  orthodox  physicians  of  the  greatest  eminence, 
might  be  multiplied  to  almost  any  extent. 

But,  as  we  said  before,  the  facts  are  all  against  Sir  Benjamin. 
Need  we  repeat  the  comparative  results  of  homoeopathic  and  ordinary 
treatment,  collected  with  much  care,  and  recorded  in  the  pages  of  a 
work f  expressly  written  against  the  homoeopathic  system?  From 
the  author’s  voluminous  tables  we  shall  only  select  three  diseases, 
which  are  generally  admitted  by  medical  men  of  all  schools  to  de¬ 
mand  active  and  judicious  treatment : — • 

Under  homoeopathic  Under  ordinary 
treatment.  treatment. 

Mortality  of  pneumonia  .  .  5*7  per  cent.  .  24  per  cent. 

„  pleurisy  ...  3  „  .13  „ 

„  peritonitis  4  „  .13  „ 

With  such  statistics — furnished,  it  will  be  observed,  by  a  physician 
of  Sir  Benjamin’s  own  school,  and  a  determined  opponent  of  homoeo¬ 
pathy — who  will  credit  Sir  Benjamin’s  sweeping  statement  that  “  a 
very  large  number  of  persons  have  fallen  victims  to  the  faith  they 
reposed  in  it  ?”  It  would  appear  from  the  above  table — which,  be  it 
parenthetically  observed,  is  founded  exclusively  on  accurate  hospital 
statistics — that  the  victims  are  more  likely  to  be  those  who  repose 
faith  in  the  orthodox  practice. 

That  patients  or  their  friends,  when  very  serious  symptoms  occur, 
will  sometimes  dismiss  the  homoeopathic  and  send  for  an  allopathic 
medical  man  is  undeniable,  just  as  conversely  under  similar  circum¬ 
stances  they  sometimes  dismiss  the  allopathic  and  send  for  a  homoeo¬ 
pathic  medical  man  ;  or  as  they  will  dismiss  one  doctor  and  send 
for  another  of  the  same  school.  But  that  Sir  Benjamin’s  assertion 
“  that  it  very  rarely  happens  that  they  do  not  dismiss  the  homceo- 
pathist”  under  such  circumstances,  is  a  gross  exaggeration,  is  well 
known  to  every  homoeopathic  practitioner,  and  the  confidence  of 
patients  in  homoeopathy  to  the  very  last  is  confirmed  by  the  fair 
proportion  of  certificates  of  death  that  homceopathists  are  called 
on  to  fill  up. 

(10)  With  the  woes  and  regrets  of  practitioners  of  the  old  school 

*  Brit,  and  For.  Med.  Bev.,  January,  1846. 

-f  The  Fallacies  of  Homoeopathy,  by  C.  H.  F.  Routh,  M.D.,  M.R.C.S.,  &c. 
London,  1852. 
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who  see  their  patients  steadily  deserting  them  for  the  new  system, 
the  public  will  hardly  sympathize.  The  public  are  themselves  the 
best  judges  of  what  suits  them  best,  and  there  is  no  law  that  compels 
them  to  employ  practitioners  who  refuse  to  study  and  adopt  the  me^ 
thod  of  treatment  they  find  to  agree  with  them  best.  But  the  case 
is  not  as  Sir  Benjamin  represents  it.  The  old  school  practitioner 
is  not  set  aside,  “  in  favour  of  some  homoeopathic  doctor,  who,  very 
probably,  never  studied  disease  at  all.”  “  Many,  at  least,  of  his 
[Hahnemann’s]  followers  have  been  and  are  sincere,  honest  and  learned 
men.  That  there  are  charlatans  and  impostors  among  the  practi¬ 
tioners  of  homoeopathy  cannot  be  doubted ;  but  alas,  can  it  be  doubted, 
any  more,  that  there  are  such,  and  many  such,  among  the  professors  of 
orthodox  physic?”  So  writes  our  opponent  Sir  John  Forbes,  and  we 
fully  agree  with  what  he  says,  but  at  the  same  time  we  venture  to  assert, 
that  as  a  rule  the  homoeopathic  practitioners  have  studied  more  and  not 
less  than  the  generality  of  their  allopathic  brethren.  They  have  stu¬ 
died  all  that  the  orthodox  are  required  to  study  and  something  more 
besides,  that  something  more  not  being  the  least  difficult  of  their 
studies,  to  wit,  the  effects  of  every  drug  they  prescribe  on  the  body 
in  health,  a  branch  of  knowledge  that  does  not  enter  into  the  cur¬ 
riculum  of  orthodox  study.  Homoeopaths  have  learned  all  that  the 
schools  can  teach  them,  and,  not  content  with  this,  they  have  gone 
on  teaching  themselves  what  the  schools  steadily  refuse  to  teach. 
They  have  acted  on  the  advice  given  by  Sir  Benjamin  Brodie  him¬ 
self  in  another  lecture  delivered  at  St.  George’s  Hospital  five  years 
after  that  from  which  he  quotes  with  so  much  complacency.  “  It 
would  be  a  fatal  error,”  says  Sir  Benjamin,  “  for  you  to  suppose 
that  you  have  obtained  [in  the  schools]  the  whole,  or  even  any  large 
portion  of  the  knowledge  which  it  is  necessary  for  you  to  possess. 
Tou  have  not  done  much  more  than  learn  the  way  of  learning.  The 
most  important  part  of  your  education  remains  ; — that  which  you  are 
to  give  yourselves,  and  to  this  there  are  no  limits.”  And  yet  the 
same  Sir  Benjamin  Brodie  who  in  1843  could  tell  us  to  go  on 
learning  more  than  the  schools  can  teach  us,  in  1861  scolds  us  for 
taking  him  at  his  word,  and  seeks  to  impose  on  us  for  ever  the 
stereotyped  system  of  an  effete  and  inefficient  school !  and  because 
we  have  studied,  in  addition  to  what  he  and  his  school  can  teach,  a 
new,  a  better,  and  a  more  rational  doctrine,  he  most  illogically  in¬ 
sinuates  that  we  have  not  studied  at  all  l 

(11)  Sii  Benjamin  deprecates  all  persecution  of  homoeopathists, 
and  with  truly  naive  inconsistency  immediately  proceeds  to  lend  the 
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weight  of  his  great  name  and  high  station  to  induce  the  public  to 
believe  that  we  are  an  unregistered  and  unqualified  class  of  practi¬ 
tioners,  whom  it  would  be  unwise  and  dishonest  for  any  qualified 
medical  man  to  meet  in  consultation.  We  beg  to  tell  Sir  Benjamin, 
what  he  knows  very  well  already,  that  we  were  educated  at  the  same 
medical  schools,  have  walked  the  same  hospitals,  hold  the  same  de¬ 
grees  and  diplomas,  and  are  enrolled  in  the  same  register  as  the 
adherents  of  the  old  school,  and  if  there  be  any  men  pretending  to  he 
homoeopathic  practitioners  who  have  no  diploma  obtained  after  formal 
examination,  we  would  just  as  scornfully  refuse  to  meet  them  in 
consultation  as  would  Sir  Benjamin  any  unlicensed  practitioner  of 
his  own  svstem. 

J 

It  is  a  mistake,  or  rather  it  is  a  deliberate  calumny  on  the  part  of  the 
orthodox,  to  assert  that  homceopathists  are  desirous  of  consulting  with 
physicians  of  the  old  school.  Nothing  could  be  further  from  their  wish, 
for  what  light  could  the  homoeopathist  expect  to  be  thrown  upon  the 
treatment  of  a  case  by  a  man  whom  he  knows  to  be  ignorant  of,  and 
who  makes  a  parade  of  his  contempt  for  the  remedial  means  which  the 
homoeopathist  knows  to  be  the  best  ?  When  the  diagnosis  of  a  ma¬ 
lady  is  obscure,  the  homoeopathist  might  feel  desirous  of  having  the 
opinion  of  some  man  who  had  devoted  himself  particularly  to  the  study 
of  particular  affections,  not  upon  the  treatment  but  upon  the  patho¬ 
logy  of  the  case  ;  but  he  knows  better  than  to  ask  such  a  consulta¬ 
tion,  as  he  would  thereby  only  be  affording  his  allopathic  colleague 
an  opportunity  of  insulting  him  by  a  contemptuous  refusal,  that  being  a 
facile  mode  of  persecution  open  to  the  envious  adherents  of  old-school 
physic.  With  respect  to  surgical  affections  the  case  is  different, 
and  we  should  be  pleased  to  learn  from  Sir  Benjamin  Brodie  how 
he  can  justify  the  refusal  of  a  surgeon  to  perform  some  urgently  needed 
operation,  such  as  passing  a  catheter  or  extracting  a  foreign  body  from 
the  oesophagus,  for  a  patient,  because  his  medical  attendant,  though  a 
duly  qualified  and  registered  practitioner,  happens  to  think  differently 
from  himself  on  the  subject  of  medical  treatment,  with  which,  as 
a  surgeon,  he  is  not  asked  or  expected  to  interfere.  As  a  celebiated 
surgeon  (who  used  to  be  devoid  of  sectarian  prejudices,  but  who  has 
now  alas  !  yielded  to  the  clamour  of  the  bigots  and  joined  the  illiberal 
party)  once  remarked  to  us  in  reference  to  a  surgeon  who  alleged 
that  a  due  regard  for  the  honour  of  the  profession  would  prevent 
him  doing  such  an  operation  for  a  homoeopathic  practitioner :  “  the 
public  might  think  very  highly  of  his  zeal  for  the  honour  of  the 
profession,  but  they  would  not  think  much  of  his  humanity.”  Nor, 
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we  may  add,  will  the  public  think  very  much  of  the  honesty  of  the 
surgeon,  who  alleges  as  his  excuse  for  refusing  thus  to  meet  a 
homceopathist  that  the  latter  is  an  unqualified  practitioner ;  though 
we  grant  that  such  a  course  may  not  be  devoid  of  a  certain  kind  of 
wisdom — the  wisdom  of  the  serpent.* 

We  can  afford  to  smile  at  the  proceedings  of  the  nonentities  of  the 
profession  who  periodically,  in  grave  conclave  assembled,  register 
solemn  vows  and  resolutions  not  to  hold  consultations  with  homceo- 
pathists.  The  very  last  thing  in  the  world  any  homoeopathist  would 
think  of  would  be  to  ask  their  opinion  on  any  subject  whatever. 
This  they  know  perfectly  well,  but  by  publishing  their  impertinent 
resolutions  they  think  they  will  discredit  homoeopathy  by  making 
the  public  believe  that  they  have  investigated  and  proved  the  fallacy 
of  the  system,  and  that  homoeopaths  are  in  the  habit  of  importuning 
them  for  consultations.  A  very  subtle  ruse,  but  unfortunately  it  has  been 
practised  rather  too  often,  and  the  public  now  see  through  it  perfectly. 

And  here  we  take  our  leave  of  Sir  Benjamin  and  his  letter,  our 
remarks  having  extended  to  a  greater  length  than  we  originally  in¬ 
tended.  We  can  assure  him  that  his  letter  will  do  us  no  harm,  but 
the  reverse,  for  it  requires  no  great  perspicacity  to  see  that  his  con¬ 
demnation  of  homoeopathy  is  grounded  on  no  accurate  knowledge  of 
the  subject,  far  less  on  any  practical  experience  of  it,  and  that  he  has 
merely  prostituted  his  high  station  and  authority,  to  make  himself 
the  mouthpiece  of  all  the  prejudice,  illiberality,  and  envy  of  the 
profession.  We  cannot  dignify  the  outcry  now  raised  against 
homoeopathy  with  the  name  of  scientific  bigotry  ;  it  is  the  mere 
unreasoning  howl  of  a  trading  guild  which  thinks  its  “  craft  is  in 
danger  to  be  set  at  nought,”  and  Sir  Benjamin  Brodie  steps  forward 
to  enact  the  not  very  dignified  part  of  Demetrius  the  silversmith. 
His  success  however  does  not  equal  his  zeal,  for  his  “  great  goddess 
Diana  ”  is  considerably  maltreated  by  her  own  champion. 

*  The  Standard  of  Sept.  5th,  in  a  leading  article,  expresses  the  common 
sense  view  of  this  subject.  “The  head  of  orthodox  medicine,  in  fact,  excom¬ 
municates  his  opponents,  since  he  cannot  put  them  down  by  act  of  Parliament, 
and  will  have  no  relations  with  men  who  have  a  scientific  creed  that  is  not 
his.  With  much  respect,  however,  for  so  great  an  authority,  we  are  compelled 
to  think  him  in  error,  and  that  in  clearing  himself  from  suspicions  of  a  liber¬ 
ality  that  would  have  done  honour  to  his  intelligence,  he  has  been  shewing 
himself  more  orthodox  than  orthodoxy.  The  two  schools  are  unable,  we 
admit,  to  advise  on  a  common  treatment ;  but  they  have  yet  in  that  inquiry 
as  to  symptoms  and  prognosis  as  to  results,  which  are  said  to  involve  half 
the  cure,  a  common  ground  which  both  might  honourably  occupy.” 
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